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ABSTRACT

Thé iélatlénshlp betweer salary increases and ‘stident- - __
ratlnqs of teacn;anéfféctlveness was studied using a sample of 266
faculty members at Kansas Staté!Uﬂlv2Iﬁ1ty. Three measures of

teaching effecti@enéss (studdﬂi progress in neeting relevant course
-objectives, liking the instr

ctor, and appreciation cf the field of
study) and two =alary Etltéfga (percent and dcllar increase) were
used.-

Several measures of- the emphasis on the teaching furction were
used to de termine whether this variable moderated the relationship
between salaries and student ratings. The effect of discipline was
also examined; In general, there was a modest but significant
correlation between ratlngs of teachinc effectiveness and percent
fsa;arv 1nc:ease.,ThE‘amcunt ‘of _enphasis_given-tc-the teaching. . ...
int determinant.cf the strength of this
relatlenshlp. Caf131%£16B5 were generally mcre- proncunced in social
_science and humanitiés than in the scierces. Student motivation was

highly correlated- Hith eifectlvenESS fatlngs, ‘but was not regularly:
-taken 1nte‘a;53un ' (Author/LBE)
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ABSTRACT

The relationship between salary increases and student rat1ngs of
teachiﬂg effectiveness was studied for a Samp1e of 266 Facu1ty members
at Kansas State University. Three measures Df teaching effect1»ene55
(student prcgregs in meeting relevant course objectives, 1iking the
qnstru;t@r and appreciation of the F1e]d of study) and two sa1ary
Cﬁiteriafiﬁerﬁent and dollar 1anease) were used, .Several measures:
of the emphasis on the teaching function were used to determine if
this. variable moderated the relationship between salaries and étudent>
ratings. The effect ¢f discipline was also examined.

In generaf, there was a modest but éignificant correlation
between ratings of téachiﬁg eFFectivenéss;andipevéeﬁt salary increase.
The am@untﬁaf emphasis gi@eg to the teacﬁing_fUﬂctign was a significant

~ determinant DF the strength of -this relationship. Carre?atﬁgns were
genera11y more pranounced in social science and humanities than in the
Jcsc1ence areas. Student motivation was- h1§h1y correTated W1th ef-

fectiveness ratings, but was not regularly taken into account in salafy

recommendations,




SALARY INCREASES AND TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS:
A REPLICATION AND EXPANSION
Donald P. Hoyt and Jeffrey G. Reed

Shrinking enrollments at many institutions, increasing demands for
accountability and relevance, gradual constriction of funding sources
for higher education, and other factors have generated considerable
interest in the evaluation of the performance of faculty members.
(Hoyt,1974a) Teaching evaluation by students has increasingly become a
feature of college campuses, and is frequently mentioned as one basis
for making decisions about salary, tenure, and promotion. Despite this,
~a common student perception-is-that their ratings are not taken seriously
an that good teaching is simply not rewarded.

Relatively Tittle empirical data are available to either confirm or
dispute the allegation that teaching effectiveness is not reflected in
salary recommendations., At Kansas State University, Hoyt (1974a) found
that faculty members whose students reacted favorably to their instruction
received, over time, higher salary increments than those rated as less
effect1ve, but ‘the. correTat1an between average salary increment and
teaching eFFe¢t1veness was only +.20. In a subsequent study, Hoyt
(1974b) showed that, after the faculty evaluation process became formalized,
the relationship betwpen salary increments and teaching effectiveness
(as rated by. @tudents) increased. The relationship was stronger in the
soc¢ial-behavioral sciences than in the natural-mathematical sciences.

Katz (1973) found no relationship between student ratings of instructional
effectiveness and salary adjustments at the University of I11inois; and .
similar results were reported for economists at the University of
Wisconsin (Siegfried and White, 1973). Koch and Chizmar (1973), however,
found a summary rating of teaching effectiveness positively related ‘to
recommended sa1ary increments, and more predictive of such increments

than measures:-of "scholarly productivity" or !"service" at I1Tincis State
University. ‘

Thorne et al (1976) surveyed representative samples of faculty
members employed in the Oregon System of Higher Education. Regardless
of discipliné, faculty members in the "university" sample preferred to
be-evaluated by student-ratings.and.hy their_publication record; for
particular-disciplines a few additional formal measures were sqmetimés
mentioned. Without exception, ‘these faculty groups objected to such
indices as chairman's judgment. or evajuation by committee if these were
not based on systematically collected data. Respondents also resisted
informal colleague ratings, time in rank, and public presentations as a
basis for evaluation. Keene's (1975) report of a correlation of .40
" between recomfended salary increment and teaching effectiveness as

judged by the chairman may reflect the type of "halo" error wh1ch the
_«Oregon Fa¢u1ty apparent1y suspected ,



t,

{ .

McKeachie and Lin (1975) conducted the only experiment which has
been reported in the literature. They used 20 senior University of
Michigan faculty members, all of whom had served on promotion and .tenure
committees, to judge the promotability of "hypothetical" faculty members.
Faculty and student estimates of teaching ability, research productivity,
sex, and academic department of the.cases were varied systematically.
Judges were asked to make decisions on promotion and-salary increase
recommendations. Much more emphasis was placed on research productivity
than on teaching ability, and there was "little -evidence that information
from student ratings of teaching is utilized when decisions-regarding
promotions and salaries are made" (McKeachie and Lin, 1975 p.21).

Although the data are not conclusive, two general hypatheses emerge
from the literactuve. (1) The degree to which objective measures of :
teaching effectiveness relate to salary adjustments is a diréct function )
of the degree to which the teaching function is emphasized. (2) The
relationship between these two variables differs among various academ1c
d15c1p11nes

-3

The present 1nvest1gat1cn was designed to explore these h)potheses

for a sample of Kansas State University faculty members.

| - PROCEDURES
S;mgie‘

Facu1ty members were included in the study if they had:

: (a, voluntarily participated in the KSU "student eva]uat1an of
instruction” program during 1974-1975 (Hoyt, ‘1973; CFE & DHE,
1975); «and “
(b) completed the "Faculty Survey for State Colleges and
Universities of Kansas, Fall 1574" (herein called: Activity
Survey) (Kansas, State Board of Regents, 1975). /
Graduate teaching assistants and faculty members who were not reap-

pointed for the 1975-76 year were excluded from the study. - A total of
266 Facu]ty members met these requirements. :

’-Subsam,]es

To exp1cre the hypotheses, it was necessary to divide the sample
into subgroups according to discipline and according to emphasis on
teaching as a professional activity. In the earlier study, Hoyt (1974b)
used only two broad groupings (natural-mathematical scientists and
social-behavioral scientists). This study retained those broad group-
ings and created a third, Humanities and Arts. In addition, more
homogenous groups were constructed as follows: '




. Social Sciences, including history (NiZQ).
Humanities and Fine Arts (N=24).
3. Applied Sciences (Agriculture, Eng1neer1ng, Foods &
Nutrition, Veterinary Medicine) (N=55).
4, Applied Social Sciences (Education, Bus1ness;”5peech
. Pathology and Audiclogy, Family ‘and Child Development,
‘Institutional Management, Regional and Commun1ty
Planning, Family Ecanom1es) (N=79).
5. Applied Arts (Architecture and Design, Mass Communications
.and Journalism, Clothing, Textiles & Interior
Design) (N=25). :
6. Natural Sciences (Biological Sciences, Physical Sciences,
?sychu1ggy, Plant Pathology, Entoma1agy, Grain Science)
N=44)
7. Mathematical Sc1ences (Mathematics, Statistics, Computer
Science, Applied Mechahics) (N=19).

P —

To distinguish améng faculty members who differed in the emphasis
given to the teaching function, several.special subgroups were formed.
These are described below: : .

1. Academic Rank. Many non- teaching responsibilities are traditional -
ly fulfilTed by experienced and "proven" faculty members (service on :
important committees or on Faculty Senate, leadership in professional
associations, writing/executing grants and contracts, etc.). Consequently,
faculty members with low ranks give relatively more emphasis to teaching
than do those with senior ranks. Therefore, the expectation was that
the correlation between salary increments and student ratings of teaching
effectiveness would be higher for the former than for the latter.

2. Departmental Program. Presumably, departments offering the
Ph.D. will need to give a special emphasis to research; therefore,
relatively speaking, their emphasis on teaching was expected to be 1ess
than for departments which did not award the Ph.D.

3. Teaching Emphasis in Workload. The Activity Survey asked faculty
members to estimate the average number of hours they spent each week in
a variety of teaching and non-teaching activities. From these reports,
two ratios were derived, as follows: :

w

a. - Ratio-A = DTA _
(Direct,Te§;hing) DTA + OTA + RSC + ISK'+ EGPS N

b. Ratio-B= __ _DTA + OTA
(A11 Teaching) ~DTA + OTA + RSC + ISA + EGPS

The component partswof the abqvg equations are:

DTA (Direct Teaching Activities): number of hours meeting with
" classes, reading student papers, supervising laboratories,.
evaluating students, preparing lectures; etc.

OTA (Other Teaching Activities): number of hours of unscheduled
teach1ng, academic advising, course and, curriculum development,etc.




RSC (Research, Scholarship, & Creative Act1v1t1es) number
" of hours devated to funded and non-funded research, giving
recitals, editing a journal, reviewing work of colleagues,
writing articles, etc.

ISA (Internal Service Activities): number of hours in student-

“oriented activities such as recruiting students, writing
recommendations, sponsoring student organizations; attending
recitals; administrative duties such as writing reports, s
preparing budgets, recruiting faculty, administering research
grants; academic, and professional support services for library
or computer center; committee participation.

EGPS - (External and General Professional Service): number of hours

“9n Agriculture dnd Home Economics Extension, Continuing Educa-
tion overload teach1ng, consulting, pub11c lectures, other
professional SerV‘iceS

It was expected that sa1ary increments for faculty members with
high ratios (high emphasis on teaching) would be more closely related to
student ratings of instruction than would be the case for those w1th 1ow

ratios.

Measures, |
‘Data collected for each subject were the same as those in the
earlier KSU study (Hoyt, 1974b). 1In addition, an estimate of student

motivation was included. These measures are identified below.

1. Student Ratings.” Of the several specific ratings made by
students, three were 5e1ected as overall measures of teaching
effectiveness. -
a. Progress on relevant objectives. From a Tist of 10
bbjectiVes, instructors identified those which were
“essential”, "important”, or "of no more than minor
importance" for the course in question. Students.
rated their progress on these same objectives, using
a five-point rating scale. Average 'student progress
ratings were weighted by the instructor's ratings of
importance (“Essent1a1" = 2; "important" = 1; "“of no
more than minor importance" = 0), and the weighted
average- (Progress on relevant obqect1ves) Was uged s
as the first measure of overall teaching effectiveness. .
b. Liking the Instructor. The average response to the item,#
- T would Tike to take another course from this instructor’,".
- was used as a measure ‘of overall instructor desirability.
A five-point rating scale was employed.
c. Appreciating. the Field of Study. The average. bésponse to,
TRs a result of taking this course, I have more p051t1ve
. feelings toward this field of study", was used as a
third estimate of teaching effectiveness. Again, a
five-point scale was employed. °

[




d. Studerc Motivation. The average response to the item,
"I had a strong desire to take this course", was used
to obtain an estimate of student motivation on a five-point
scale. This measure has been shown to be related to the
three overall criterion measures. Unless its influence was
removed (statistically), correlations with salary recom-
mendations may reflect the particular courses ass igned
rather than teaching effectiveness per se.

In most instances, student ratings were available for more than one
course during the semester in question (Fall, 1974-75). An-average of
all such .ratings was used. :

2. Salary Recommerdations. Two salary measures were used: dollar
increase, and percent increase. This information was obtained from
the official University budget for 1975-1976.

2

Analyses

Product moment. correlations were computed betWEen each of the three
measures of teaching effectiveness and the two measures of salary recom-
merdations. Partial correlations, contro111ng for the effect of the
motivat1on measure, were also computed.

Comparisons were made among the seven types of disciplines as well
as among groups defined by academic rank, highest degree granted, teach-
ing emphasis (Ratio-A, Ratio-B), and a collapsed grouping of academic -
disciplines. .

RESULTS

Descriptive statistics for the sample and subgroups are shown in :
Table 1. . : .

Overall Correlations

L

The correlation matrix for the total sample (N = 266) is presented
in Table 2, along with partial correlations (student motivation controlled).
The two criteria (dollar increase and percent increase) were significantly
. correlated (.65) as were the three measures of teaching effectiveness
o {74 - .86). As expected, motivation was correlated highly with ef-
vfect1veness rat1ngs (.56 -~ .72). .

INSERT TABLES 1 AND 2 HERE ) .

. ' A11 three measures of efFegtiveness (and the student thTVE ion
measure) were significantly related-to "percent increase", but the
magnitude of these relationships was'Tow (.16 - .22). Only one cor-
related significantly with "dollar increase". This is not surprisingg_ Ce
s1nce official University policy has been to refléct judgments of merit

- in percent“ rather than dollar increases. .

e
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DVERALL DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE F‘QCULTY SAMPLE J
(N = 266), - - . 7
1. Academic Rank ) -, ) H
R Instructor Assistant Prof. Associate Prof."” Prefessor™ . |
Frequency 16 : 105 90. 7, o Vot Bg
Percent 6 40 34 i L 21
. ' %
I1. Academic Area o ( e )
- - 5ocial . Humanities  Agriculture . Education Architecture ) Mathematics
7 Engineering Business * Design Science - Statistics
Sciences Fine Arts  Vet, Med]cme - Spch Path., Mass.Commun. Comput.Sci. -
= “’7 ‘ ?"" - N - = Al *\” -
. Frequency 20 24 /55 25 44 - 197
. Percent 8 9 f 21 9 16 4o, 7%
1. H1ghest Degree Granted by the Degar‘tn!nt of whn:h a Hember L v
_ - PR. 0. Other |
Frequency / Co 162 . 104 ' N
Percent . . 61 39
.IV. Qverall Statistics on Critéﬁé'n and Pfedicﬁaﬁ ,Vér’iabies’ i
- - B - - Mean Standard Deviatjon
A. " Percent Salary Increase . 10.70 2.39
8. Dollar Salary Increase . 1642.20 454,51
_ C. - Student Ratings of Brogress in MEEtTﬂg . ) '
Course Objectives . - 37 .44‘!‘ C
o i
0. . Student Rating of Liking Instructor 3.86 .70
E. -Student Rating of Liking Field ° 3.91., .55 0
F.  Student Rating of Self Motivation 3.65 .60 7
v, Rg”lratrive;gmpharsis?qnf Teaching Activities - =
Low High
A. " Direct Teaching Activities . .
.. ___Frequency 54 161 47
Percent . '"-""’f—“a’--’ﬂ«»—lrzar_‘-,‘%‘,_,7,___ 80 18
B. A1l Teaching Activities ) ST _—
Frequency .45 146 71
Percent 17 255 27
b
10 \
V ) \ -

ERI
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TABLE 2
OVERALL CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PREDICTOR AND CRITERION VARIABLES

Zero Order Correlations

§ Salary Progress Liked Liked ‘Motivation -
Increase Rating Instructor Field Self Rating

% Sa]ar‘y ‘ ' | c— — — —

Increase N BT 19k 20kkk 16

$ Salary A : ’
Increase : .

Rating ‘. " a7

Liked o - ’ See
Instructor - rg L Tva

]
-5
tal
L]
3
m
L)
(¥}
/
\
]
\
1
1
)
)
)
i
i
[
|
i
¥
!
1
1
]
1
[]
y
1
)
!
1
|
_

Liked - - o S -~
Field | / ~~e.

!

Partial Correlations (Controlling for Motivation)

Progress Rating Liked Instructor - LikEd,FiETé

% Salary Increase .07 . - L13% 15

$ Salary Increase .. -.03 - . 05 S V4

Significance Levels for ﬁpfrgja§jgns (Qnestaijedu§§st§1

< 025
. < .00 |
< ,001 N ) ' .5

. *
e
Kk

- TT
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To determine if the relationship between salary and effectiveness
measures would be affected by controlling for student motivation, _
partial correlations were computed. Table 2 shows that, when this was
done, the correlations were significant1y reduced. Only two of the six
vere statistically significant,” and they were too low to be. pract1ca11y
meaningful (.13 and .15).

oA
Academic Area\

Mean values and correlations between salary increase’ and tearh1ng

effectiveness variables for each of seven academic area subgroups are

n “shown in Table 3. Correlational data followed several basic patterns.. v
Moderately strong zero- order correlations were found for Social Sciences,
Humanities and Fine Arts, Applied Social Sciences, and Applied Arts '
(groups A, B, D, and E); but zero order correlations were non-significant
for Applied Sc1ence5 Natural Sciences, and Mathematical Sciences (groups
C, F, and G). : The eFfect of - cnﬂtro111ng for motivation through part1a1
correlations pFDdJLed different” results for different groups. For .
Applied Social Scienges and Applied ‘Arts, partial correlations were very
‘similar to zero order cérrelations (groups D and E). For the Humanities
and Fine Arts group, however, partialling out the effect of student
motivation reduced s1gn1f1cant correlations (ranging from +.38 to +.54),
to zero. -Surprisingly, in the Social Sciences, moderate zero order
correlations (ranging from +.24 to +.35), were increased (+.37 to +.59)
when.motivation was partiai1ed out. In the Applied Sciences, Natural
Sciences, and Mathematical Sciences subsamples (groups C, F, and G),
neither the zero order nor the partial correlations d1fFered 51gn1f1cant1y
from zero. _

i
|
I

INSERT TABLES 3 AND 4 HERE.

To increase comparab111ty with an ear11er study (Hoyt, 1974b),
disciplines were- grouped into three broad areas -- Natural and Mathematical
Sciences (Applied Sciences, Natural Sciences, and Mathematics), Social-
Behavioral Sciences (Social Sciences and Applied Social Sciences), and
Humanities-Fine Arts (Humunities, Fine Arts, and Applied Arts). Mean
values and correlations are reported in Table 4. Significant zero order,
correlations were obtained for only the,last. two ,groups; there was no L
relationship between salary increases ané teaching effectiveness variables ,
for the Natural-Mathematical Sciences group. When motivation was controlled,
the magnitude of the relationships was significantly reduced for the’
Humanities-Fine .Arts; for .the Social-Behavipral Scienges, the part1a1
corre1atians were not much 1Dwer than the zero order: co?re1at1ons,

) The remaining ana1yses examined predictor/cr1ter1an re?at1onship§ -
for grcups be1ieved to differ in terms. 6f the emphasis given to teach1ng

Academic Raﬂk

-~ ' Mean values and ﬂorre1atians far each of the four academic ranks
are shown in Table 5. Corsistent, with expectations, zero order cor-
relatdons between salary-increases and teach1ng effect1veness were.

PR
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. / ‘ TABLE 3 '
/ - TEMHING EFFEQﬁTI VENESS ANDD SALAQY INCREASES : )
L, /f COMPARI SON OF FACULTY HMEMBERS IM DI FFERENT AMAEMIC AREAS
oF “,,/ : el ,:‘ PR . -
/7 v 7 -
Mean Values fm‘ 7 Academic Areas , ! . '
7 . ¥ ) ' -
. ST w. % Silarw <% Sal ary Pyogress Liked I Ked Motf=at ¥on ~
) / ;;Numb,arfe Increase -« Increase - Fﬁatirgg' ;ﬁnstructgr, Field 7Sle*'—-'Rat1nrg'
sociall Sc/ . 20 153465 - 10.73 144, 3.5 372, ‘347
Human{t 165 24 . 131812 10, 3 .. 1718 4.0 3/99 3.0,
Applied Sci. 55 1840,53 10. 86 - 3,73 3.9 103 3.8 .
Appl. So¢. 5ci. 79 1551.76 10, 64 3.88 4 .05 4,10 3.3
- Appli ed Arta 25 1621.24 . 11. 10 3.68 3.68 3,79 3.7
“ Nat, Sciences 44,0 1754,48 10, 46 156 * . 3.6 - 3,68 3.8
Math Sciences 19 1735.26 10734 3,58 3.68 3,587 3.6
fl. Co Frgﬁt'laﬁs (Zero> Order an (iE rt,ia]L by Ax<idemic Area _ ) o ""\
- e Partlal Corredstions ;
G .y lerg Qr:c;ier Correl ations :!C,Dﬂ'i"‘:’ﬁ"Eﬂ,i for ot iva elon )‘: :
. . : -  Pewcent pollar Percent © paljar
L e ~ Increase In<rease Intreise * Increase
/ A. Sﬁiai;@if'Sciénces s = S ,"‘:
_. Progress Rating ) N ] —ch | - 36
Liked Instructor -5, 35 A5t 55t
L'1’I-:ed F‘ie'l::l : S e L Rci=L JSg=t
B. Human‘iﬁes fine Arts 7 :
] Tﬁgress Rafbing. - 3B% 44k 01 03
Liked Instwictor 42w =t =.03 =2
_ Liked Field - Bl 2Ghweid . .09 03
C. Apg'ﬁed Sciences: Agriculture, En"ineerin —Veier?nar‘" Hedic1 ne ) . )
~ Progress Rating ) / -« =10 ™ =11
Liked Instructor o ~ .08 =.09 =.l370
<4 . -, Liked Field 16 08, .03 .07
D. ApE“hed Social Sciences : Educatf on, Eusinéssﬂs_Lh Path. & Au-d., F.C.0.,Reg, &Can Plartin
Progress Rating _; : _‘21 , 13 T, ]
Liked Instructor o J0rem _30*?‘** 25H - 22y
Liked Field i . 27%F =2 2Lt L3t
E. AppTied Arts: Ar;h1te::ture & Des 4gn, Mass Cnmgnic:aticﬂ & _Journalism, Clothing & TExtﬂEs
Pragress Rating - . . 35% - : 35 )
Liked Instructor .3l LB . 3L 1.37*
Liked Field - . 3 © L3 34 -;i}a*
F.  Mitural Sciences: Science, F’Jcha]agy,_ﬂant Patho TQEy i tntaﬁluh: v -
. Progress Rating . 10 1
Liked Instructor R 1) i,,,—DB e ;05 u-'sll 2
= Liked Field - CL 10 .8 < .08 -0
6. - Mathematical Sciences: Mathematics, S titistics ,-Computer Sclerce, Applied Matn ~
: ~  Progress Ratlng - 12 ) = 8 =07 Y A
_» Liked Instructor ai‘JB -, % . 13 N I LT I
Liked Field AL lu ' 26 N
‘ﬁig ia‘ '; ! % =
- : N ¢
i = - g . —t . a IK
Significance Levels For Correlations (one-tailed tests)
gnificance Level i & rgi,‘ 18 L:;,t;ﬁa,edrbs’t{)
: * p ¢< .05  _ . ,
q : #. p.c .02 . .
dekk : -
_ p. \.0@5 . . \
T ,i ‘ 1‘;3 ’ E
H 3 = _rit,- * . g % ! B

-
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TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY INCREASES:
COMPARISON OF FACULTY IN RELATED ACADEMIC AREAS o

.10

TABLE 4

Mean Vajdg; f@ff@pmbinegiAgadgmjg Aréa;z e

$ Salary_ % Salary

Progress

Instructor

Motivation
Self Rating

Liked. Liked

Number ..

AppTied Sciences,

Natural Sciences,

& Mathematids 118

Social Scien@ésj & .

Applied Sogsdci’ 99

Humanities, Fine Arts,
& Applied Arts 19

158,10 |

Ing;ease¥j}1ngreasé

\

1791.49 X 1@571

/ 10, 66

1472.78

a/

10.74

Rating

3. 64
3.79

373

Correlations (Zero Order and Partial) by Combined Academic Area

A

Zerp Order

Percent
Increase

Correlations

Dollar

Increase

A. Applied Sciences, Natural Sciences, & Mathematical Sciences

Progress Rating
Liked Instructor
Liked Field

07
.08
.14

B. x-§§§i§1'SE?EﬁEEi.?&,Appji&éﬁSﬁ;iéjjgéieﬂcés

Progress 'Rating
Liked Instructor
. Liked Field -

.19*
Lt
J26%*%

C.° Humanities, Fine Arts, & Applied Arts

Progress Rating
Liked Instructor
Liked Field

L 30%*
,20%*
L37HA%

-

»03

.06

.08

.13

.30

dhew

24

21 -

.21

29

“Significance Levels fpfrQ?PtélﬁtiﬁﬂiJiQﬁEiﬁaiTE§,§E§tiL -

< °.05
p < ,025
ik p < .005

{ControlTTng for Motivation)

Field
~ ]

*y

s

3.78 3.83 - 3.59
3.96 4,02 3.67

3.88 3.88  3.73°

_Partial Correlations

.Percent

Dollar
Increase :

Increase

-.03 . -13
.01 -.14
.08 .04

.13 0
25wk L I3pwes
a1mx T

w22 .11
=17 g2,
240 .20



positive and high for instructors, positive and low for assistant’ and
associate professors, and non-significant for full professors. Partial
correlations were generally sma]Ter, but followed the same general

trend.
INSERT TABLE 5 HERE

Degjae Grant1ng Status of the Degartment

, Departmentszwere grouped into- Ph 0. and non~Ph.D. grant1ng departments,'
and results—based on this classification are presented in Table 6. Both
zero arder correlations and partial correlations were higher for non-.
Ph.D. ‘granting departments than for Ph.D. granting department;, again
confirming theoretical éxpectafﬁoﬁs o

INSERT TABLE 6 HERE -

Teach1ng}Emphas1s of Facu1ty Members

In Table 7 Fagulty membérs wera c1ass1f1ed an the bas1s DF the

~amount of time they devoted to teaching activities; data are reported

"for three broad groupings (Low, Moderate, and High Emphasis). When

" Ratio A (Direct Teaching Activities) was used to classify faculty

members, correlations between salary data and teaching effectiveness
ratings were directly related-to the amount of emphasis placed on
teaching'-- the greater the emphasis placed on teaching the higher the
zero order and partial correlation. For the group with low Emphasis on

" Direct Teaching Activities, there was no re1at}onsh1p between sa1ary

- increases and teaﬁhing effectiveness. ratings.

L

INSERT TAELE 7 HERE

when A1l Tea¢h1ng Activities were con51dered (Rat10a8)3 cprreiat1@ns

for the "High. Emphasis" group were even stronger; but no re1at10nsh1ps

were found for either the "moderate" or "Tow" groups.
. DISCUSSION

A1thDugh the sample was large (N=266) and 1nc1uded facuTty members
from all colleges of the University, it was not necessarily representa-~
tive. Onhly those who voluntarily participated in the teaching evaluation
program sponscred by the Office .of Educational Resources were included.
There is some reason to believe that such volunteers are, on the average,
somewhat more effective teachers than non-volunteers. More importantly,
while the purpose of the program is-to help faculty members improve
their effectiveness, some probahly ‘shared results with their department
head to facilitate the faculty evaluation process. *To the degree that
this was true, the relationships reported in this study between salary
-increases and objective measures of teaching effectiveness probably
overestimate the re1at1nnsh1p Far the entire papu]at1an

L T : ;Jg - DT )
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i TABLE 5

FACULTY MEMBERS CLASSIFIED BY ACADEMIC RANK
fi‘x Il - .

. ;.‘ i - . i ) :
1. Mean Values for 4 Faculty Ranks :

» i Si Salary . % Salary  Progress ~  Liked =~ Liked ¥ Motivation
! Number ~ Increase  Increase _Rating Instructor.  Field . Self Rating

, Instructor. 16 1[117g50 10.64 3.77 -3.82 . 3.90 3.67 '

Assist. Prof. 105 1445.31 10.63 3.75 ¢ 3.94 3.9 = 3.66 -
= N 1 . ; . = .

‘Assoc. Prof. - 90 iTDQ’EB 10.83 3.74 © ¢ 3.87 7 3.9 3,70

Professor 55 2060. 35 10. 62 .58 = 3.72- /  3.84 - 3.5

= !

! : C e
1 %

E=t

I1. Correlations (Zero Order and Partial) by Faculty Rank

3

. ) : 7 ~ Partial Correlations
- Zero Order Correlations. (ControTling for Motivation)

Percent Dollar Percent Dollar
Incresse Increase ' Increase - Increase

A, “Instructors: o \
" progress Rating \ _ 1A A4 Y .43 ¥ N "
" % Liked Instructor \ .59%* 54w o .50% © L 46* ‘
© Liked Field Al LJAEEE = BG**F JG7EE* LB1*

B. Assistant-Professors.

Progress Rating N 6% .18% .10 11 _ .

.Liked Instructor - L22%% % L LI 7% C.16 N
Liked Field L22x L20%% JaA7F L 1a L

v

C. Associate Prafessors

Progress Rating - .18% .14 . . .04 . =03
Liked Instructor L33EEA - 25 25%* .14
. Liked Field L2BHRH .26%* .18% T .13

Professars

Progress Rating .03 .00 .04
Liked Instructor -,12 -.03 =.17
Liked Field o .01 - .00 . .01

Signi fjﬁ;arn;e: tevels for Correlations (one-tailed tests)

; * p o< 05, ) :
; NOFF p =< .025 )
’ \F* p < 005
el E : [
= \\F X Wil
- A 1’ %‘:) T

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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s TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY INCREASES:
FACULTY MEMBERS#IN‘“PhiDi_Granting Denartments” vs,

i 7
A e R J

o P *
Mean Values for Faculty by Department Type

$ Salary % Salai

. TABLE 6

ry ' Progress

THOSE IN “"Non-Ph.D.

Liked
Instructor

Liked
Field-

Granting Departments"

Motivation
Self Ratin

e fJﬁQﬁber, Increase  Increase Rating

PR.D. 162 1684.65  10.49 - - 3.70

Non-Ph.D. . 104 . 1576,06  11.02. 3.73

'Cprﬁg}atﬁan;IZarng}dgf and Pa?iia1)~by>Dagnge QFFered

kl

=

Zero_Ordev Correlations

~ Percent

¢ .

A, Ph.D. Departments

- Progress Rating 1,10
~ Liked Instructor R el
" Liked Field L 1gH

B. Ncﬂth.D; Departments

; Progress Rating - .:_25***
Liked Instructor” 27 Wk

Liked Field C 30k

/

I

Iggrease

Dallar -
Increase

'E‘iDl |
02 ..
.11

.10
J21%%
L. 18%

significance Levels for Correlations <@néétaiTed,ﬁe%tSl

/ 4

Lo * p < .05 - /
f/ . *% .op o< 025 A
A : kkk g o . 005 ;_,:", l

F‘:j E

. 4

3.87
3.86

=

3.90

3.92

; Ly L
Partial Correlations

(ConfroTTing for Motivation)

Percent
Increase

.03
11
14>

ENVL
Cm, W10

Dollar

‘Increase

E;14
-.07
.02

.13
L 25%%
QT kkk
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TABLE 7 '

 TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS AND SALARY THCREASES:
COMPARISON OF FACULTY ON THE BASIS OF RELATIVE EMPHASLS ON TEACHING ACTIVITIES

I. RATIO-A (Direct Teaching Activities)

A. Mean Values for 3 Ratio-A Groups of Faculty

. - - " § Salary. T Salary Progress- Liked © . Liked Mutivat%aﬁ

Number Increase Increase Rating Instructor Field self Rating
low Emphasis 54  1864.15 11.17 7 3.62 3.81 3.84, 3,57
Medium Emphasis 161°  1656.42 10.73 3.75 - 3.91 3.95 3.65
High Emphasis 47 1356.60 10.10 3,70 3.81 © . 3.89 3.78

B.  Correlations_ (Zer‘n Drder and .Partial) by Ratio-A Teaching Emphasis Groups
o Partial Garr‘ehhans

_Zero Order Cm’re’latmns {Controlling for MntwatmﬂnéL
Percent © Dollar - _ Percent . Dollar
Increase - Increase “Increase Increase
. R .
1. Law Emphasis ' S . ‘
rogress Rating .04 i =, 06 =.08 -.14
: Liked Instructor “0g .00 - - 04"
Liked Field . - 12 i .05 .03 .03
2. Medium Emphasis N : , : '
rogress Rating = -, 20%* . .08 .12 . .03
Liked Instructer L19%* 06 Lo .12 .02
o © Liked Field - -thild s 15% _ L15¢ R Y-
7 3. H1 1h Emphasis R .
rogress Rating .26% -.09 - .14 -.03
Liked Instructor . (39%** Y 1 L29% . 18-
. Liked Field . J1EEx L2 IR LA .17
- I, RATID B (A1l Teaghmg Ac;tiwhes} )
A Mean Values for"3 Ratic-B Groups of Fa.:u]u . ’ "; ) -t
o - $ salary 7 Salary -Prograss Liked ., "= Liked Motivation
© Number  Increase Irﬁgfgag;é Rating. Instructor Field  self Rating
Low Emphasis 45 1787.67 10,21 3.55 3.70 3.74 3.49
Medium Emphasis 146 1713.38 11.08 3.73 ¢~ 391 . 3.95 3.64
High Emphasis 71 1415.65 10,27 - 3.78 3.89 3.96 . 3.80

B. Correlations (Zero Order and Paritial) by Rat‘ia B Teaching Empha§1s Gm-g-
- B T Partial Correlations

*

r . Zero Order Corre’latmns - (Controlling for Motivation)
" Percent . Dollar / Percent ~ Dollar
- .Increase Increase . ~ Increase Increase
2 = — —_— =
1, Low fm hasis , i - -
rogress Rating . 07 ~07 : -.06 -.15
Liked .Tnstructor .22 .15 - .17 .02
Liked (feld .20 - .23 .16 .10
2. Medium Emphasis o A : )
~ Progress Ra*ing .12 = .02 .06 00« 7
Liked Instructor .05 =06 -.02 T T=-.09 .
Liked Fiehj L1l ’ .03 - .03 ) e
3. High Em has1s - _
rogress Pating . LR 19 .17 .06
Likéd Instructor LAgxEE © L 38R L J9xEF 304
Liked Field : LAQrrE 39%RH L 3GHa¥ L30%e*
RN /! C .
S1gjf‘1cance Leve157 for Cgrre*latmns (one=tailed tests) *
- ok o p ¢ a !025 = = . = {) I - v : k]
K2 T p < .005 o 1;3 - A . fﬂ o

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" e A1thaugh resu1t5 varied among subgroups, there was generally a
pos1t1ve and significant relationship between student ratings of teach-
ing effectiveness and percent salary increase. For the toixi sample,

-this relationship was very modest (r about .20), and in most "science"

n

i.e., that, student 1nput was funderva]ued"

areas i1t was non-existent (whether these were "applied"-areas like
Eng1neer1ng, Veterinary Medicine, or Agriculture, or more “bas1g" fields
in the physical, biological, and mathematical areas).  In other fields
of study, the correlations tended to be" in the .30 to .40 range.

1 Should they be h1gher7 Possibly. On the average, if teaching
constitutes, about 60 percent of -the typical faculty member's responsi-
bility, then 60 percent.of the merit evaluation should be. based on teach1ng
effectiveness. While student ratings-are only one of the ways such .
effectiveness can be assessed, it seems reasonable to allot them about
50 percent of the we&ight (leaving 50 percent for dther types of - input or
judgment). Thus, in toto, student ratings might be expected to account’
for about 30 percent’of the total merit evaluation of the“typical facul ty
member (.60 X .50). - If this were the case, student ratings would correlate

", about .55 (/.30) with percent increase. On the basis of this reasan1ng§

it appears that the relationships found in this study were "tDD Tow"

On the Dther hand, one could hardly expect maximum Ecrre?at1@ns
given the conditions of the study. ;1) Student ratings for only one
semester were used, éven though merit increcses were based on a fulk o

- year's performance. (2) Only those courses. selected for evaluation by

the faculty member were included. (3) There was no guarantee that the
student ratings were seen by those responsible for faculty evaluation.
Given these Timitations, the magnitude of the re1at1ansh1ps found appear

more reasonable, _ - ,

It is especially reassuring -to note that reTat1QﬂSh1pS were more )
pronounced for faculty members who were most dnvolved in teaching (those

" .of lower yanks; those teaching in non-Ph.D.. degree .programs; those =

spending the greatest proportion of time -in~teaching). Apparently, e
department heads at KSU have differentiated appropriately among faculty -

- members whose 'pr sfessional PESDQHS1D1]1t1ES differ w1de1y “

"With a few EXCEPt1OHS, when student motivation was 5tat15t1ca11y

fantra led, the relationship between student .ratings and salary increases,
diminished. Thus, there was some evidence that ‘those responsible for
“faculty-evaluation may not have been sensitive to the complexities of

teaching evaluation. ‘It is relatively easy to obtain favorable Fatings

from interested and motivated students; but apathetic or negative

students are hard to impress. Department heads should take th15 1ntc _
account 1n interpreting student ratings.

X

=

Future StudTES should be modified’ by including studént rat1ngs for
a full year (rather than one semester), determining what percent of
courses were rated, and distinguishing bétween those whose student
ratings were used in the mer1t eVa1Uat1Dn process and those who did-
not share results. -
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